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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Taylor Creek is located near the south efidlake Washington in southeast Seattle. The creek originates
in unincorporated King County and passes through a natural area ravine known as Deadhorse Canyon
within Lakeridge Parlt then flowsthrough residential yards and a culvert under Rainier Alvef&re
discharging into Lake Washington. The condition ofRla@ier Ave Sulvert, along with other barriers in

the creek, prevents fish passage upstream to good quality habitat in Deadhorse Canyon. The lower
stream is also confined in a small chaningttproduces poor habitat conditions andcasionallfloods.

In 2011, Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) and Seattle Parks and Recreation (Parks) began engaging the

nearby community in discussions about habitat restoration at the site. Those discussiotifécid &

number of concerns about how public access could affect the surrounding residential neighborhood.

SPU determined that an open, collaborative process was needed to examine different options for public
access to the site and the associated begefitt y R OKI f f Sy3Sad ¢KA&a at dzof A0
product of that process.his Public Access Options Analysis Redodumensthe analysis process,

detailing the evaluation of public access andllaboration between SPU, Parks, theerdepatmental

Team,and the broadeccommunity, and provides a stdffvel access recommendation.

SPU considered five public access optidie Access, Viewpoint, Scheduled Access, Limitedss, and

Open Access and evaluated each based on six criteyidabitat Improvement; City Cost, Operations

and Maintenance; City Safety and Liability; Community Amenities; Potential Neighborhood Impacts; and
Traffic Safety and Mobility.

City of Seattle staff recommends providing some form of Open Access to theTawler Creek site,
contingent upon further investigation and design around issues raised from the community during this
process. This option is recommended because it is consistent with City Comprehensive and Shoreline
Management goals and policies and yides broader community benefits (e.g., increased shoreline
access, additional open space, education and stewardship opportunities).

There are concerns about how public access may affect the stream and surrounding habitat, the
immediate neighborhood, ahtraffic in the area. The recommendation for some form of Open Access is
contingent upon designing a project that:

1 Protects the restored habitat conditions and the fish and wildlife living in the area.

Assures safe access of pedestrians, bicyclistwahidles to the site and through the area.
Balances project costs with environmental and social benefits and is within budgeted resources.
Minimizes adverse neighborhood changes and maximizes neighborhood amenities.

Provides Americans with Disah#i# Act (ADA) accessibility as required.

Avoids and minimizes impacts to playfield uses.

=A =4 =4 4 4 4

Promotes positive users of the space.
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

Taylor Creek is located near the south end of Lake Washington in southeast Seattle. The gireste©ri

in unincorporated King County and passes through a natural area ravine known as Deadhorse Canyon
within Lakeridge Park, through residential yards and a culvert under Rainier Ave S before discharging
into southern Lake Washington.

The culvert undeRainier Ave S is composed of pralpand publically owned segments, some of which
are deteriorating. In addition, the Rainier Ave S culvert and additional barriers in the lower creek
prevent fish passage upstream to good quality habitat in DeadhonsgoBaThe lower stream is also
confined in a small channel with poor habitat conditions which can flood diaiggrstorm events.

Shoreline

LAKE WASHINGTON

Bellevue

PUGET SOUND
LAKE WASHINGTON

West Seattle

dhorse Canyon

= Taylor Creek®

Taylor Creek
Watershed

Renton

Figure 1 Taylor Creek Watershed and the Lower Taylor Creek project area
In 2010 and 2011Seattle Public Utilitie6€SPUY purchased properties at the mouth of Taylor Creek. This
introduced an opportunity for SPU, in coordination wabattle Parks and Recreatid®afk$, to:

1 Replace the public culvert under Rainier Ave S to ensure public safety and mobility.

1 Remove le last fish passage barriers between Lake Washington and Deadhorse Canyon.
1 Improve the stream channel and surrounding habitat, particularly for Chinook salmon.
1

Address storrrelated flooding and sediment deposition at the mouth of the craskpossible
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THE PUBLIC ACCEXFTIONS ANALYSIS

Between 2010 and 2012, SPU began developing stream improvement concepts and discussing those
concepts with the communitpearlower Taylor Creelddjacentneighbors were concerned about the
potential for the lower Tglor Creek project site to shift from a private residential property to a publicly
accessible space. SPU, in partnership with Parks, undertook a collaborative mritbdhse community

to evaluate, recommend, and ultimately decide on the type of publiess that would be allowed at

the Lower Taylor Creek Restoration Project site.

Early Community Input

In August 2011SPU hosted meeting

at the project site for nearby neighbors
G2 €SINYy lFoz2dzi {t!
habitat restoration concepts and
provide their feedback on the design
concepts Following this initial

meeting, SPU heldanformational
public meeting in February 201#%th

the broader community

During these=arly conversations,
nearby community membensised
concerns aboubegative impats )
associated witlthe property becoming Flgure 2 Current condltlons at lower Taylor Creek
accessible to the publi@hese

concerns rangeffom the potential ofincreased traffic on the private drivend undesirable activities
taking place on the neWity propertyto decreased pedestrian safety for usersssing Rainer Ave S.
While community members generabyipportedthe habitat improvements, particularly for endangered
salmon,they were also uneasgbout the projectpotentially negatively affectinthe neighborhood.

Undertaking the Public Access Omts Analysis

SPU began Public Access Options Analysis in early 2013, in partnership with Raikkmay
eventually own and maage the site. The purpose of this process (Figure 3ajovegluate a variety of
options for public access at the loweryl@a Creek ise using six criteriaThe analysis includeseveral
opportunities for the community to provide feedbackhis blic inputwasincorporated into the
analysis anéhformedthe stafflevel recommendation

ThePublic Access Options Analysisqassnvolvel a variety of stakeholders and City department staff
to balance project goals with the needs and interests of the glitgeattle residentshe surrounding
community, aml the immediate neighborhood. Figure 4 describes those involvectioptions analysis
and their role.

Based upon issues raised by the community, SPU decided to adjust the Public Access Options Analysis
process and delay the final decision on public access (Figure 3b). This delay will allow SPU to complete
preliminary emineering and investigate a number of design concerns raised by the community during
the public access analysis process. Directorof SPLAnd Superintendendf Parkswill make a final

decision after the preliminary engineering stage, expected late 2014.
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Figure 3. Original pocess andchedulefor the Public Access Options Analysis
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Figure ®. Revisedorocess andchedule for the Public Access Options Analysis
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Seattle Public Utilities Seattle Parks and Recreation

Director Superintendent

Role: Make final decision on public access

Core Team

) Staff from Seattle Public Utilities and Seattle N
Community Stakeholders Parks and Recreation. Creeks, Dralnage. and
Wastewater Advisory
* Community groups
* Project site neighbors

* Interest groups
* General public

Support from Osborn Consulting, Inc. and Committee
Envirolssues.

Role: Provide input on options
analysis and preferred public
access option

\ 4
A

Role: Develop and evaluate options; solicit and
incorporate input; develop staff-level

Role: Provide input on options .
- P P recommendation

analysis and preferred public
access option

Interdepartmental Team

Staff from Seattle Public Utilities, Parks and Recreation, Police Department, Department of
Transportation, Mayor’s Office and Department of Neighborhoods. Expertise included
engineering, economics, ecology, utility infrastructure, operations and maintenance,
environmental justice and service equity, crime prevention, and neighborhood planning and
coordination.

Role: Provide expertise and broad perspectives to evaluate options and develop a public access
recommendation

I City representatives

I Community representatives

Figure 4 Participants in thé>ublic Acceg9ptions Analysis and thewle.

Core Team

The Core Teans composed of SPU and Parks staff, with consukapportprovided byOsborn

Consulting, Inc. and Envirolssues. The Core Dgam NB a LJ2 y & Adésiyriing d@ngaBrging Auh® f dzR S
Public Access Options Analysis precdsvelopingpublic access optiongdentifyingcriteria to evaluate

the options, applying the evaluation criteria to the options, soliciting and incorporating input from the
community, convening the Interdepartmental Team, developing the recommendedtmadiess option,

and briefing SPU and Parks management.

Interdepartmental Team

An Interdepartmental Team was convened to draw upon expertise in various departments within the

City of Seattle during the evaluation of the public access options. The ép@rthental Team included

a0FFF FNRY (GKS alé2NRa h¥FFAOS: {SIGGftS t2fA0S 5SLJ

GGtfS 5SLINILGYSYG 2F ¢NFYyaALRNIFGA2y 6{5h¢0X {t!Q
A

St
O2y2Y R A Ohicl ®ERwtDIE ard Mantepande Branch.

[(o Xaanl

The Core Teammet with the Interdepartmental Team three timekiringthe analysis process. The first
team workshop held n February, focused on developing the public access options and evaluation
criteria. The seconttam workshop, heldh April, focused on applying the criteria to each of the
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options. The purpose of the thirahd finalteam workshop held in July, was tdiscuss the input from

the community, weigh the benefits and challenges associated with eachnp@ind make a stafevel
recommendation for public access at the lower Taylor Creek site. The Interdepartmentaivbsam
successfuin bringing together representatives with different, sometimes conflicting, City perspectives
and priorities to ensure adtanced evaluation. Summaries for tleerdepartmental Teamvorkshops

can be found in Appendix II.

CommunityOpportunities for Input

The Public Access Options Analysis process was built around providing meaningful and timely
opportunities for publicriput. Three opportunities are provided foommunity members, nearby
neighbors, and the general public to provide feedback during the options analysis process (Figure 3).

Community Input Opportunity #1

As a first step in the Public Access Options Aigl$$U and Parks developed draft public access
options and evaluation criteria to assess those options. To ensure the project team did not overlook
any potential options or criteria, the options and criteria were released for public review and
feedback tmough a survey that was sent via mail and email to over 1,300 nearby businesses and
residents. Additionally, SPU and Parks reached out to neighborhood community groups and
organizations, offering briefings about the project and/or soliciting their paditym in the survey
Community groups contacted included

A Friends of Deadhorse Canyon

Rainier Beach Community Club (RBCC)

Rainier Beach Community Empowerment Coalition (RBCEC)
Rainier Beach Merchants Association

Rainier Beach Moving Forward (RBMF)

RainierBeach Neighborhood Association (RBNA)

West Hill Community Association (WHCA)

Southeast District Council

South Lake Improvement Committee

Forterra

Seattle Parks Foundation

> >y > > > B>y > D> D> D>y D

Washington Water Trails Association

The survey was opédor three weeksandmore than 90 peoplesubmitted responsesThe survey
asked:
1. Are there other options for public access you believe we should include?
2. Are there additional criteria we should consider to evaluate the options for public access?
3. Do you have any other comments yoould like to share with us?

A detailed summary of the results, including answers to common questions and a full report of
responses, can be found in AppendixHighlights of the survey results include:
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9 Public access optiorgsApproximately 73% ofgrticipants agreed witlthe five access
optionsSPUwvasproposng and did not feel additional options should be considered.
Additional options suggested were more related to design of the site (e.g. boat launches,
signage, etc.) than access to the site.

1 Ewluation criteria¢ Approximately 59% of participants thought SPU should consider
additional evaluation criterigincludingeducational potential for the site, rights and
interests of the taxpayers, preservation of native cultural resources that mightdsept at
the site, and comparison to similar street ends projects.

1 Options preference While the survey did not explicitly ask participants for their preferred

access optiormany participantshared their opinion about which optioned they would like

to see implemented.Approximately 26% of responses were in favor of Open access, 7% for

scheduled/limited access, and 25% for no accehls.other 42% of participants did not

explicitly state a preferred option.
¢tKS / 2NB ¢SIY NBOAS b&Randifc@po@iedtivatinshiggéstvas. ¥ SSR
BRdzOF GA2ylf LRGSYdArt g1 a&a RRSR a | O2yaiARSNI (A
¢FLELI @SN O2aia 6SNB | O02dzyiSR F2NJ Ay GKS at NB2S(
G/ AGe hLISaNE NSl yORE ONRAGSNRA2Y F2NJ AAGS 2LISNI (A
our environmental permitting procesSPU and Parkasill assess the cultural resource potential of
the site and research waterfront street end sites for lessons that can pkeapto this project. No
additional public access options were identified through Community Input Opportunity #1.

Community Input Opportunity #2

Following Community Input Opportunity #2PU and the Cigpplied the evaluation criteria to the
five publicaccess options that were carried forward in the analysis. In early Junpreheinary
evaluationwas releasedand an open housand neighborhood drojin session weréeld. The
purposeof this second community input opportunity was to solecitritique of the evaluatiorand
preferred publicaccess optionOver 65 community members attended the open house and/or the
neighborhood drogn session.

Participantssubmited comments in one othree waysg in-person at theJuneopen houseor
neighborhood dop-in sessionvia a maHreturned comment formor throughonline survey
Commens were collected for over two weeks.

A detailed summary of the results, including answers to common questions and a full report of
responses, can be found in AppendixHighlights of the survey results include:

1 Over 90 community members participated in the Preliminary Evaluation of Public Access
Options survey.

1 More than80%of survey participantbelieved the evaluations presented were fair. The
most agreedupon ewaluation was City Cost, Operations, and Maintenance, with about 91%
of respondents in favor of the evaluation. The least supported evaluation was Traffic Safety
and Mobility, with approximatly 81% of respondents agreeing. People are very concerned
about traffic conditions on Rainier Ave S (and alonj A8e S to a lesser extent) and want
to see improved pedestrian safety, especially if public access is provided to the Taylor Creek
site.
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1 Approximately 70% of participants expressed a preference for Opeséat the site. The
most commonly cited reasons in support of this option were educational benefits, the
potential for stewardship opportunities, the ability to offset maintenance costs, and the
existing shortage of open spaces and access to Lake Wastinghe neighborhood.

1 Approximatelyl0.5%of participants expressed a preference for No Access. The most
commonly cited concernscluded thepotential for increased crime and nuisance activity in
the neighborhood, cost to the City and taxpayers formiens and maintenance of an
open site, negative impacts to salmon habitat, and traffic/pedestrian safety.

Feedback from Community Input Opportunity #2 was used to refine the option evaluation, as a
point of information for the project team in develogjrthe stafflevel recommendation, and

assisted the project team in developing additional considerations for the project as it moves into the
design phase.

Community Input Opportunity #3

The public is being asked to respond to the skewkl public accesgcommendation in this report.
The comments received will be made available with this report and sharedheitbirector of SPU
and Superintendent of Pask

Creeks, Drainage, and Wastewater Advisory Committee

SPU charters thre@ommunity AdvisoryCommittees thatalign with its three Lines of Business; Drainage

and Wastewater; Solid Waste, and Water. They are responsible for providing advice, recommendations
YR GFNBSGSR Fylfeara 2y {t) Qa LINBa2SOlaz LRtAOAS
/I 2YYAGGSS YSYOSNEB ¢2N)] G2 SyadzaNB G KlcdmminitesQa L2 A
The Creeks, Drainage, and Wastewater Advisory Committee (COWAO)dza S & dr@inagefand! Q&
wastewaterrelated work.

a
O

The Public Access Options Analgsid stafflevel recommendation was presented to CDWARQuly10,
2013 after a tour of the site. Overall, the group was very supportive of the project. Members were
concerned about how the different public access options could affect salmon habitat araf thee area
by other wildlife. The group did not identify one favored option, but preferred options that had less
chance of impacting habitat and use by fish and wildlife (e.g., ViewpoinbaSd¢heduled Access). One
CDWAC member lives close to a strexedl and voiced concerns over hasaffic and parking changes
from open access couithpact immediate neighborand pedestrian safety

Members also provided some suggestions for protecting habitat if public access of some sort was
provided tothe projecB A 1 S® { dz33SaidiAz2ya AyOfdzZRSR dzaAy3d FSyYyOAy:
closing the park during certain times (e.g., Fourth of July, spawning season), and examining small street

end parks in Seattle for design and implementation lessons. Menahsrdiked the idea of monitoring

the site if public access is allowed and making adjustments as needed to protect the restored habitat.

Taylor Creelublic Access Options Analysis Report 10



THE PUBLIC ACCESS OPTIONS

At the start of the Public Access Options Analysis process, SPU and Parks ideatited¢hof public
access options for the lower Taylor Creek.slieeoptions ranged from sale of the property into private
ownership once restoration is complete, to a fullgveloped park with parking and other public
amenities (Figure 5).

No access Some access Full access
No facilities Some facilities Many facilities
Private ownership Public ownership

Figure 5.The range of possible options for ownership, access and facilities at the lower Taylor Creek
project site that were discussed as part of the Public Access Options Apralysss.

The Core and Interdepartmental teams considered accessibility to thinsitems of:
1 Geographic elements Access to the site could be limited to certain portions of the site (e.g.
varying elevations).

1 Physical elements Access to and around the site could be limited and/or directed by paths,
gates, fences and vegetation.

1 Temporal elementg Access to the site could be limited to certain days and hours.

Ultimately, seven public access options were identiffeat. cost and feasibility reasongyd options
were eliminated from consideratiorkive optionswere carried forwad for this analysis (Figure 6).

Options Removed from Consideration
Initial discussions led to elimination of two options at the extreme ends of the spectrum for further
consideration

Sale of the property into private ownership
Private ownership oftte site was not pursued as an option in this analigsishe following
reasons

1 Protecting restoration investment§uture development at the site couléducethe
restoration benefits of the project.

1 Public safetyPropertiesat the sitehave experiened flooding and sediment deposition.
While the restoration project will address sediment deposition and flooding to some extent,
these are naturaprocesseshat will continue to occurln order to prevent the impacts of
future flooding,SPU purchased thgroperties to restore natural habitat and stream
processes at the site

9 Limited development potential: Once the restoration project is complete, there will be
constraints orhow the siteisuse® dzS (2 { SIF GGt SQa 9YDANRYYSy il f
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Developed park with public amenities

A developed park site would have facilitesch agplaygrounds, parking lots, restrooms,
bridges, and other structuresuch as docks or bulkheadghis option was removed from further
consideratiorfor the following easons

1 Severely limits restoration value: The intent of the project is to restore habitat for fish and
wildlife in the aresand ensuremobility atthe Rainier Ave S cssing The streanrelated
improvements need to be sized appropriately and will occingybulk of the site. Park
amenities are incompatible with habitat needs and there is little space for them.

91 Increased operation and maintenance costs: Park facilities would increase maintenance and
operational needs at the site, such as maintairmtey equipmentand structures cutting
the lawn, cleaning bathrooms, and other maintenance activities.

1 Redundancy with nearby amenities: Lakeridge Playfield is directly across the street from the
project site and contains park amenities.

Public Access Optiorisvaluated

Five public access options are evaluated in this report and described felpuve 6) Each public access
option differs in terms of who has the ability to access the site and at what days and/oritinagsbe
accessed. Table 1 compares etmts of the public access optianrSome design elemengse consistent
amongall of the options, including:

T

T
T
1

Permanent fences will be installed on the eastern and western sides of the property.
Public parking will not be provided at the site.
Vehicle acess to the site will be permitted for City maintenance personnel only.

Use of the site to walk or exercise dogs will be limited or perhaps prohibited to protect salmon
and their restored habitat.

Only nativestreamside forest community plantwill be wsed, includingoniferous and
deciduous trees, shrubs and groundcovers.

No facilities of any sort, such as docks, mooring buoys or swimming buoys will be included.
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Figure 6.The five public access options evaluated in this report

Lake Washington Lake Washington

Viewing

[t e i y- 5 L,y
Rainier Ave S Rainier Ave S

1- No public accss 2- Viewpoint

This option is the most restrictive option evaluated. The site wou  This option would provide a public viewing platform overlooking tt

be enclosed by a permanent fence on the Rainier Ave S side of = site but would not allow public access onto the site or to the

property, and only City employees would be allowed to open the  shoreline. Apart from the viewing platform, the site wdue

fence and enter the site. A maintenance trail wouldyide access enclosed by a permanent fence on the Rainier Ave S side of the

for care of vegetation and site monitoring. property. Only City employees would be allowed to open the fenc
and enter the site. A maintenance trail would provide access for ¢
of vegetation and site monitoring.
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Figure 6 (catinued). The five public access options evaluated in this report.

Lake Washington

s 7 4 L S E——

Rainier Ave S

3- Scheduled access

This option would provide group access via a pedestrian pathway
educational or stewardship purposes. Access to the site would b
allowed by appointment only.hHE site would be enclosed by a gate
fence on the Rainier Ave S side of the property. Access would be
managed by City employees opening/closing the gate as needed

4- Limited access

This option is similar to Scheduled Access, except that there wot
be accss for the general public during specified days/times only
(e.g., weekdays from 12 to 4 p.m.).

Lake Washington

[ 5 - /4 y __ - 5 _________’ |

Rainier Ave S

5-Open access

This option is the least restrictive option evaluated. The site
would serve as a natural aréar passivaecreation. Visitors
would access thetgi and Lake Washington via a pedestrian
pathway during daytime hours only (sunrise to sunset). Fencir
would not be installed on the Rainier Ave S side of the propert
Bollards at the entrance would restrict vehicle access to the si
and signage wouldriit use to daylight hours.

Taylor CreeRublic Access Options Analysis Report
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Table 1 Comparison of public access options.

Option description

No Public Access

No public access is allowe
to the site; City employees
are the only ones that can
enter the area.

Viewpoint

Viewpoint overlooking site.

Scheduled Access

The site serves as a naturg
area that provides passive
recreational enjoymenby
appointment only.

Limited Access

The site serves as a naturg
area that provides passive
recreational enjoyment
during specific days/times
only.

Open Access

The site serves as a hatura
area that provides passive
recreational enjoyment;
access to the site is
provided during daytime
hours (sunrise to sunset).

Who can access the site and

Lake Washington?

1 City employees only

1 City employees

1 General public access
to viewing deck only

1 City employees

1 Community, school ang
organized groups by
appointment only

1 City employees

1 General public during
specific days/times
only

1 City employees

1 General public during
daylight hours

How will fencing be used?

Note: fences wibe installed on

the east and west property
boundaries for all options

 Fence at southern end
of property, opened by
City staff only

9 Fence at southern end
of property, opened by
City staff only;
viewpoint area open at
all times

M Gated fence at south
end d the site to allow
pedestrian access

1 Access managed by
City personnel opening
and closing the gate

 Gated fence at south
end of the site to allow
pedestrian access

9 Access managed by
City personnel opening
and closing the gate

1 No gate at southern
end of the property

1 Pedestrian only access
limited by bollards in
path

1 Signs limit use to
daylight hours only

What are the main access

design features?

f  Maintenance trail

 Maintenance trail

1 Public viewing deck
overlooking the site

1 Pedestrian pathway to
the lake

i Gated entrance

1 Pedestrian pathway to
the lake

 Gated entrance

1 Pedestrian pathway to
the lake

What types of vegetation
and trees will be planted?

Note: All options include typical

PNW strearrside forest
community; coniferous and
deciduous trees (e.gedar,
douglas fir, maple); Shrubs
(snowberry, Oregon grape);
groundcovers (ferns, salal)

Vegetation planted for
maximum habitat benefit
and without concern for
maintaining site lines
through the site.

Vegetation planted to
provide some sight lines
through the site to view
the stream and lake.

Vegetation planted for
maximum habitat benefit
and without concern for
maintaining site lines
through the site.

Vegetation more
strategically and thinly
planted to maintain site
lines through the site this
can man fewer plants
overall and targeted
pruning to allow open
views 36 ft. off the ground.

Vegetation more
strategically and thinly
planted to maintain site
lines through the site this
can mean fewer plants
overall and targeted
pruning to allow open
views3-6 ft. off the ground.

Taylor Creelublic Access Options Analysis Report
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EVALUATING THE PUBLIC ACCESS OPTIONS

Preliminary Evaluation Results

The analysis was conducted by tfinéerdepartmental Team from SPU, ParEgattle Department of
Transportation (SDOT), and the Seattle Police Department.($R®)eam qualitatively discussed the
benefits and the potential drawbacks and challenges that each access option presents, relative to the
proposed evaluation criteria (Table) 2The discussion also highlighted design elements or actions that
may be abldo mitigate for or limit specific risks and challeng€ke following sectionsrganized by
criterion, contain thefinal evaluationresultswith feedback from Community Input Opportunity #2
incorporated.

Table2. Bvaluation criteria used in the analgsf public access options.

Evaluation criteria How does each public access option affect the following
considerations?

1. Habitat Improvements A Ability to improve fish and wildlife habitat

2. City Cost, Operations and ATotal design and constrtioh cost$
Maintenance A Staff time, costs and safety related to operations and
maintenance
3. City Safety and Liabilify A City liability for the site

A Ability to enforce rules at the site

4. Communityand Neighborhood | AAccess to the lake shoreline

Amenities A Connectivity letween public open spaces
A Environmental justice and service equity
A Educational and stewardship opportunities

5. Potential Neighborhood A Crime related to property damage, theft or personal injury,
Impacts A Nuisance behavior

A Property values/rental propertghanges

A Neighborhood character and privacy

Almpacts to neighboring businesses

6. Traffic Safety and Mobility A Cars, pedestrians, and bicyclists
ATraffic and pedestrian hazards accessing/along the privat
drive
AParking

This®éNA G SNRA 2y 6Fa 2NAIAYFfte GAGESR at NB2SOG D2l faéT K2g¢
GKS /AieqQa FoAtAdGe (2 NBLXIFOS GKS ¢Fef2NJ/ NBS]T OdzZ @SNI
wildlife habitat improvementsTherefore, this criterion was seamed to more accurately reflect the condition

being evaluated.

2 Design and construction costs associated with the public access options were added to the City Operation and
Maintenance criterion based upon comments fromplit Opportunity #1.

3 Design and construction costs of various options will be further developed through Preliminary Engineering. A

final decision about public access is contingent upon a cost that balances social and environmental benefits and is

within the allocated budget.

* Each public access option may present different levels of legal liability and public safety risk for the City of Seattle.
¢tKA& adaSaavySyid ¢l a O2yRdzOGSR &aSLINIXGS FTNRY GKA& |yl fe.
® Thiscriteria focuses on the potential for negative impacts. Positive aspects are accounted for in the "Community

and Neighborhood Amenities" criterion. Many of the potential negative impacts were noted during early outreach

of the project and throughout theraalysis process.
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Habitat Improvements

This criterion ealuates how each option affects the ability to improvghfand wildlife habitat (Table.3
The considerations discussed for this criterion include:

Reduced area for stream and surrounding habitat improvements

Paths and viewpoints take up space in thejpcbfootprint that could be used for the stream, stream
floodplain, and plantings that provide shade and habitat for taaded wildlife Pathways will need to
consider ADA accessibility, which could increase the footprint of the path.

Vegetation and @ntings

Generally, urban spaces with public access are designed to facilitate visibility, based upon Crime
PreventionThrough Environmental Design (CPTED) principles. If public access to the site is provided,
vegetation would be installed to provide sights through the site (e.g., open views between three and
six feet off the ground). To create these conditions, the types and numbers of plants are carefully
considered and designed. Fewer plants overall would be expected on the site with more open public
access.

Habitat disturbance

As more people access the site, there will be increakstmirbance to fish and wildlife, as well as
impacts to habitat in and around the stream and shoreline. Dogs may also cause damage to habitat,
especially if they entee stream and lake while salmon are present (e.g., during spawning, egg
incubation, and/or early life rearing).

Although there is a potential for people to damage habitat, there are instances within Seattle parks
where salmon and people interact succeslsfand respectfully, such as at Carkeek Park. Design
elements can be incorporated to reduce human impacts, including establishing designated areas where
people can observe the stream. This would direct foot traffic to specific areas and limit posdité h
damageln addition, temporary access restrictions could be implemented to protect habitat during key
stages of the salmon life cycle, such as during spawning season. Dogs are also a concern, particularly
when owners do not keep them on a leash &eg them from disturbing sensitive habitat.

Site stewardship can also play an important role in protecting fish and wildlife and their habitat. There
are active stewardship and community groups near the project site (e.g., Friends of Deadhorse Canyon,

RayASNJ . S OK /2YYdzyAde /fdzoox a ¢Sttt a AyiSNBads

Homewaters program) that can help promote respectful use of the site.
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Table3. Habitat Improvement evaluation: How each public access option affects pakdatitat benefits.

Habitat area

No Access

Slight decrease for

Viewpoint

Footprint for

Scheduled Access

Slight derease for

Limited Access

Slight decrease for

Open Access

Slight decrease for

available maintenance path. viewpoint will reduce | maintenance/ ADA maintenance/ ADA maintenance/ ADA
habitat area, likely accessible pedestrian| accessible pedestrian| accessible pedestrian
largest reduction path. path. path.
among all the options
Vegetation Vegetation can be Pant type and Vegetation can be Plant type and Plant type and
planted to maximize | location may need to | planted primarily to | location will need to | location will need to
habitat benefits. accommodate views | maximize habitat accommodate accommodate
to stream and lake. | benefits, small sightlines, using sightlines, using
modifications to CPTED principles, in | CPTED principles, in
facilitate visiting addition to habitat addition to habitat
groups. benefits. benefits.
Habitat Maintenance staff Vigtors limited to Periodic disturbance | Periodic disturbance | Most frequent

disturbance

only on site,
producing little
disturbance.

viewpoint only;
maintenance staff
only on site producing
little disturbance.

when groups on site;
will need to focus
activities into specific
areas through design.

when site is open; will
need tofocus

activities into specific
areas through design.

disturbance; will need
to focus activities into
specific areas through
design.

Criterion Habitat benefits can | Some reduction in Slight reduction in Greater reduction in | Greater reduction in

Summary be maximized. habitat benefits: habitat benefits from | habitat benefits from | habitat benefits from
reduced area from occasional frequent visitors and | frequert visitors and
viewpoint, modified | disturbance. modified plant type modified plant type
plantings for views. and locations. and locations.

Design 1 Carefully design plantings for habitat, visual connections, and sightlines.

concepts to

maximize 9 Direct visitors to specific areas of the site and consider possible barriers, seclssnats, and limiting dogs to

habitat value

minimize/limit extent of habitat disturbance.
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City Cost, Operations, and Maintenance
CtKAa ONARGSNR2Y S@Olfda Gd§Sa K2g SIFEOK 2LJWiA2y | FFSOGa
Fa GKS [/ Al eé @@andmaintdin@ed) tile zite ThBE. Nhe considerations discussed for
this criterion include:

Costs for design, permitting and construction

Each public access option hdifferent design, permitting, and construction costs and feasibility. All
project elements include fences on east/west sides of the property and a maintenance and/or
pedestrian path. Cost increases can be due to additional pathways, structures, and/or complicated
design elements.

This analysienly compares relative costs at a a@ptual level, as accurate estimates are not able to be
developed with the information currently available. Cost estimatesifsgign and constructioaf the
project, as well athe variouspublicacces®ptions, will be developed through Preliminary Enggming.

A final decision about public access is contingent upon a cost that balances social and environmental
benefits and is within the allocated budget.

Site maintenance and monitoring

This includes staff time for the care of plants, clearing culvelrid, removal of trash and illegally
dumped items, and repair to paths, fences, and other structures. The site will also have some level of
monitoring to ensure that it is being used and respected appropriately. Options with little or no access
will havefewer staff time requirements since sightlines and structures will not need to be maintained
and there will be little trash to clean up. The No Access and Limited Access options also reduce the
chance for invasive plant introductions, reducing maintenameeds. Under all options, fences will need
to be maintained.

Stewardship can offset site maintenance and monitoring costs. The Friends of Deadhorse Canyon is a
stewardship group that works upstream of the project site that has done an excellent joly éaritne

native forest and removing invasive species in Lakeridge Park, providing benefits for fish and wildlife and
reducing City expenses. For this analysis,assumed that more access will create greater opportunities

for community stewardship otie site, helping to offset maintenance costs. The community benefits of
A0SsFNRAKALI F NB FdzNIKSNJ RAa0dzadaSR dzy RSNJ G KS da/ 2YY

Table 4 does not include time spent by the police to monitor the site or respond to situations at the site.
tfSFraS aSS GKS at20SydAlf bSAIKO2NK22R LYLI Olaég &
are predicted to change police response in the area.

Providing access

Two public access options, Limited Access and Scheduled Access, would regt@rthatgvould need

to be opened and closed for visitors. Limited Access would require that the gate be opened at specific
days/times. Scheduled access would be more onerous for city staff as there would need to be
coordination in advance of the scheduleidits, as well as a staff person present at the time of the
scheduled event to allow access for the site visit. In addition to challenges for city staff, scheduled access
could result in creating more barriers and/or limitations to our historically uselered populations due

to language and schedule capacity of individuals or families seeking to use the area.

Maintenance crew safety
The crews maintaininGity propertysometimes encounter conditions that can pose a safety risk. Safety
risks can be relatéto physical conditions of a site (e.steep slopes, high stream flows) as well as
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human behaviors and interactions. The Interdepartmental Team did not anticipate differences in crew
safety among the public access options.
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Table4. City Cost, Operatib a =

Iy R

alAyaSylyoS S@gltdzad GA2yY |

and maintain the Lower Taylor Creek Restoration project and site.

No Access

Viewpoint

Scheduled Access

29

SI OK

Lidzo £ A O

Limited Access Open Access

open gate.

ProjectCostg | Slight cost increase fg Increased cost for Slight cost increase fg Slight cost increases | Slight cost increase fo
fence on Rainier Ave | elevated structure; fence/gate on Rainier| for fence/gate on designs to maintain
side of site. possible increase in | Ave side of site. Radnier Ave side of sitq sightlines/focus visitor|

permit requirements. and to maintain use.
sightlines/focus visitor
use.

Site Minimal staff time Modest staff time Minimal staff time: Moderate staff time: | Moderate staff time:

maintenance | requirement: ensure | requirement: ensure | ensure fence/gate in | enaure fence/gate in | ensure fence in good

/monitoring fence in good viewpoint/ fence in good condition, good condition, prune| condition, prune
condition, minimal good condition, prune| minimal plant care. vegetation for vegetation for
plant care vegetation for views. sightlines. sightlines.

Little stewardship
gggtzrtunlty to offset Greater stewardship | Greater stewardship
' opportunity to offset | opportunity to offset
costs. costs.

Providing No additional staff No additional staff Staff time needed to | Staff time needed to | No additional staff

access time needed. time needed. schedule visitors and | open gate at regularly| time needed.

scheduled times.
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No Access

Viewpoint

Scheduled Access

Limited Access Open Access

Criterion Minimal cost Small cost increase tg Minimal cost increase| Minimal cost increase| Minimal cost increase
Summary increases for gate. design/build for fence/gate. for gate and view/use| for access design.
Fewer maintenance viewpoint. Modest staff fesigre. Moderate staff
needs, but little Modest staff requirements for Moderate staff maintenance
opportunity to offset | requirements for maintenance, but requirements for requirements, but.
costs with maintenance. some opportunity for | maintenance and greatest opportunity
stewardship. stewardship providing access. to offset costs with
Moderate staff gome gprr])_ortunlty for | stewardship.
requirements for ewardaship
providing access.
Design 1 Use CPTED principles for plantings and maintaining sightlines.
concepts to . - . ,
reduce O&M 9 Direct users to specific areas of the site to manage maintenance needs.
needs

*The design and construction cost of the various options will be further developed through Preliminary Engineerindedsfaorabbout public access is
contingent upon a cost thdialances social and environmental benefits and is within the allocated budget.
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Communityand NeighborhoodAmenities

This criterion evaluates how each option affects commuaitgt neighborhoo@gmenities near and
adjacent to the lower Taylor Creek projeite. The considerations discussed for this criterion include:

Access to the lake shoreline

¢KS /AGe 2F {SIGGtS /2YLINBKSyairgsS ttlty
amount of public accessboth physical and visualto the shoreliS a 2 F -0
Access Paolicies in the Comprehensive Plan include:

Fa F { K2N.
o[ | Dnnoo®

1 Increase opportunities for substantial numbers of people to enjoy the shorelines, by permitting non
water-dependent uses providing public access to locate in waterfrozasless suited for water
dependent uses, and by requiring public access on public property. (LUC235)

1 Promote public enjoyment of the shorelines through public access standards by requiring
improvements that are safe, well designed, and offer adequatesto the water. (LUC236)

Public access requirements are specified inSeattle Shoreline Master Programhichregulaes
odevelopment, uses and shoreline modifications of the shorelingélseo€City in order to

1. Protect the ecological functions of ttsloreline areas;

2. Encourage watedependent uses;

3. Provide for maximum public access to enjoyment of the shorelines of the City; and

4, t NBaSNWS: SyKFIyOSsT IFyR AyONBIFaS OASga 2F (GKS ¢

enjoyment of the shorelines of theiCB ¢ ZBHEA/00B).

¢KS NB3IdzA FGA2ya faz2 adadlrasS GKFG awS3dzZA F SR Lzt A O
owned and publicly controlled waterfront development sites whether ledseativate lessees or not,
except if the site is samerged land that does not abut dry land (SREC60A.164 0 € P

Shoreline access in Seattle is generally provided through either park property or street ends that reach
the water (Figure’). The lower Taylor Creek project site is located 0.9 mile from GkiBeach Park,

the nearest shoreline park. This park is a shoreline restoration area that features a small beach with
informal access to the water. Beer Sheva Park is located 1.25 miles north of the project site on the shore
of Lake Washington and providiesge grassy areaa,children's play area, picnic tables, restrooms, and

a motorized boat launch.

There are a number of street ends that exist close to the project Giberently none of these street
ends provide clear public access to view the lakeaoch the water. However, Parks and SDOT are
working together to improve two street ends on Lake Washington south of the project site in 2013:

1 72nd Ave SThis site haslow bankand steepaccesdo the water. Proposed improvements
include a bench otable.

1 75th AveS This site sits high on a high bank wattree covered slopd?roposed improvements
include a bench and overlook with a haral.

Connectivity betweepublic open spaces
The lower Taylor Creek site is across Rainier Ave S from lgekBtad/field and within walking distance
of Deadhorse Canyon/Lakeridge Park (Fig)rén existingtrail network in Lakeridge Park allows people
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to walk from the upper Taylor Creek watershed (e.g., Skyway area) through the natural area park to

68th Ave SHolyoke Way S, then down 68th Ave S to Rainier Ave S and the playfield. A publicly accessible
lower Taylor Creek project site could connect with these spaces to enhance recreational enjoyment of

the Taylor Creek corridor and connections with the naturaliemment, fellow neighbors, and other

site users.

Environmental Justice and Service Equity (EJSE)

The City of Seattle is committed to providing equitable service delivery to all Seattle residents. SPU
STF2NI & I NB 3JdzA RSR nd Sodid Bistice Aniliative Avhichfisdiméd atfe®g wl OS
race-based disparities in our community apdbviding equitable service to the community

Southeast Seattle, within includes the project site, is more ethnically diverse than most areas of Seattle

Based on 2010 census data, Seattle on average is about 70 percent white. In contrast, southeast Seattle

Ad y20G R2YAYIFTGSR o0& Ftye 2yS SGKyAO 3INRdAZIP ¢K2a$sS 2
population, followed by no#iHispanic whites (28 percent)on-Hispanic blacks (25 percent), Hispanic (8

percent) and multracial (6 percent).

Previous assessments have indicated that southeast Seattle and the project area do not provide equal

amount of open space and shoreline access per capita when compaghidr portions of the City of
Seattle. The Parksrepdrty’ ! 3aSaayvYSyid 2F DIFLlA Ay {SFidftSQa hLSy
Updat€ reported that gaps in single family usable open space occur at the very southwest and

southeast portions of the git An assessment by the Duwamish River Cleanup Coalition/Technical

Advisory Group in 2012 found that the zip code 98178, which includes the project site, has fewer square

feet of park area per resident, compared to other zip codes in the Seattlé area

The Scheduled or Limited access options could favor certain users over others. For example, a working

family would not be able to use the site if it was only open on weekdays during normal office hours

(which would be easiest for the City to staff). Alteimaly, groups who do not speak English as a first

language may be less inclined to schedule a visit. The degree of community benefit and inclusiveness will

be dependent on when (days and times) and to whom (school groups, environmental groups, etc.)

access Aa 3ANIYISRO® 9ljdAaGlrotS O0O0Saa OFly +taz2 oS I¥F
the ease with which they can get to the project site.

®Based on 2010 U.S. Census Bureau data, 98118 ZCTA

" http://www.seattle.gov/parks/publications/GapReport.htm

® Gould L, Cummings BJ. Duwamish Valley Cumulative Health Impacts Analysis. Seattle, WA: Just Health Action and
Duwamish Rive€leanup Coalition/Technical Advisory Group. March 2013.
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Figure7. Lake shoreline access opportunities in the Lower Taylor Creek Restoration project
vicinity.
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